 AD-A139 148 LOAD TESTS OF A THROUGH TRUSS BRIDGE BEFORE RND AFTER 1/1
THE INSTALLATION OF.. (U> AIR FORCE INST OF TECH |
NRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB OH R E HALLER AUG 83
UNCLASSIFIED AFIT/CI/NR-83-81T F/G 13/13

=z
=

m—

—p— .

K EIE DR
---ﬂ-
I I B Y
BRI
[NEMEEIEIE]
] (em] (e

&
H
&
5
o
d
EE

. _— -




1
B2
of

AKX

fo Ay fadlyty iy
.
2

S i e T
CRCIACRNCMACCA A A S e 04
e ,"_“

E=iCEh

n. .-.

.-.’-l

e, f'/".";' [

v,

[\"‘-':-\-&
.J\..:c&\. o, 4,

p

..
A

‘Ala

)

S ——
LA A S S
A A=l gEY .

uéé

2.2
=

2=

s

ymn

o

I

I
I

|

1
S
o

erteECEREREE
EEE

re

l

N
o

Iz

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL SUREAU OF STANDARDS - 1963~ A




W I'd SEZLRITY CLASSIFICATION OF THiS FAGE (When Duca Frrered)

| READ INSUKRUC [TONS
oSK REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE R e
;F':' 1. REPORT NUMBER / J2. GOVT ACCESSION NO| 3 RECIPIENT'C CATALDG NUMBEPR
G:ZE AFIT/CI/NR 83-81T |
::'. 4 TITLE (and Subtitle) S T¢PE OF REPORT & FERIOD TOVERED
Load Tests of a Through Truss Bridge Before and THESIS/MIS&{:'MM/I/ON
After the Installation of an Arch-Superposition
Scheme 6 PERFORMING OG. REPORT WUMBER
",
. 7. AUTHORrssS) 8. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(3)
" Richard Eugene Haller )
9 PERFORMING ORGANIZATION N:wu-: AND AOORESS 10. PROGRAM ELEMENT. PROJECT, TASK
AREA & WORK UNIT NUMBE RS
AFIT STUDENT AT: Bucknell University
c 11. CCNTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADORESS 12. REPORT DATE
- AFIT/NR
q‘ August 1983
WPAFB OH 45433 13. NUMSBER OF PAGES
H 2
14, MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS(if different from Controlling Office) 1S. SECURITY CLASS. (of this report}
K : UNCLASS
m 1Sa. OECLASSIFICATION OOWNGRADING
SCHECULE
I I 16. CISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Report)
< APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE; DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITED
[
=t
¥ j\, 7. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the ebstract entered in Block 20, tf difterent {rom Report)
--‘l’» 18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES : (/b 2
* 3
";‘_ y APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE: IAW AFR 190-17 LYAN E. WOLAVER
o
. Dean for Research and
10 FAArltr)l Professional Development
_‘.; 19. KEY WORDS (Continue on reverse side i(f necessery and identily by biock numter)
3
oyt s
. ‘.\‘ . > 20. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse sfde Il necessery oend (dentify by block number)
&
el CS | ATTACHED
Ly
e
L
—
—

i g4 03 19 10

r
DD 5%, 1473  eomionoF 1usvssisossaLeTE

e

UNCLASS

- - « - 1
5 WA YATE A

WL GACR K QALY

SECLRITY CLASSIFICATION OF TmiS PAGE ey Dete Ericersd




e R R A L I RO R T T it — -
- LI TR0 T AL e LA ENCAAE it e digad - rw T
1004 % T ey sl BRI ALY i < " AR S T B
S | % A S SO A A il S A T i i, i
-~ . AP e NSl o e g it S Tl T s R o g
2T R e s R i e -'-'-"‘C“'{“"ﬂw"v

Lopel T S e e L G . WPy UF Y

e A S 8% L
o W ai] o (lea A

I, Richard Eugene Hal
ler, do grant .
for my thesis to be gopied?ermisslon

===
Accession For

NTIS GRA&I g
DTIC TAB
Uinnnounced O
Justification

By

_Distribution/
Availability Codes

[ Avail and/or

\Dist Special

=

RS

e ——— :
N T S A A

PR R}

e
ADAS LS LSS N Y L N TR




4

5%
<
h
et
E

4

4

RO AL
a8 8 &

e,
LR

LOAD TESTS OF A THROUGH TRUSS BRIDGE BEFORE AND AFTER THE
INSTALLATION OF AN ARCH-SUPERPOSITION SCHEME

T B k)
'

SR
.

f‘:'

Ry XXAAR

by

Richard Eugene Haller

v—v—-v;
R o ¥

A Thesis

Presented to the Faculty of Bucknell University in Partial
Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of Master of
Science in Civil Engineering

Approved: 2 &
Advisor

L' : : . (Y
. \.O\;i > 1 \ W~
Department Chairperson

August 1983

(PR - & PP APirs)

AT et .\..-_..-‘ --...

o X WP ) ‘_L‘\‘.L\.\-‘-" ':j
AL VAT N ARG OV GO CHRGA T A WA




Y
v

5=

812

F L b 3
YA

P ek == 9
ooty e
.‘ l.

———
P I‘Ll.‘l .
stalalalsta’s

..--
. LK AL A
AR i e
[ W a0 e

L SO Y

.
re

o
P

44,
)

v

B

?J:'J'}.'
A Pt B

)
)

5t (&

L AT

'.'.\I

L s
aca.e
. L g
e
*%a"m

h

e

AN
“Agedet,

ii

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am grateful to Dr. James G. Orbison, my advisor, for
his guidance during this endeavor. I would 1like to thank
all the people and organizations who made this project
possible: Bucknell Small Business Development Center,
Charles Hopta, Northumberland County Engineer, Dr. Jai B.
Kim, Dr. Robert J. Brungraber, Williamsport Fabricators,
George Waltman, Thomas Thul, Robert Murcek, Paul Paino,
Vince Mehringer, Hendrick- Kong, and the United States Air
Force for providing the time to complete this thesis.
Finally, a special thank you to my parents and all those who

put up with me during the year.




Sialalia l 415G

TCC/J T .,

1 LAY

‘. ‘e "% aly

SO MERAY LIS S WS IV LRSS S

ol

e T M Pl e Tt AT N UaaTsla e TAZ A TPLY 0 0

A s

r

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACmowLEDGEMENTS..oooo..ooooooooooooooooo
LISTOF TABLES“............‘.ooo‘ooo.ooo

LIST OF FIGURES. . cccccosccososccsossaase
RBETRAECT S el sic allei e = o ui's el mieis oo olelol ol dlaishols
INTRODUCTION. . ccceceecessosssssssssacscs
INITIAL FIELD TEST:.:ccceecccoccsnocsnsnse
Description of the Bridge.....
Test Equipment and Theory.........
Test Procedure....cceoeeeseens
Test ResultS..cccoeeccccesnns

Analytical ResultS...coveeeeencnns
Other Tests Conducted..c.ccesceese
Discussion..‘.‘..“....“..‘..“‘.

Chapter SUMMArY.«.cccceesosccscccscs
FINAL FIELD TEST. ¢t o cccessosscssossonsscae
Description of Arch-Superposition
Scheme.:. .+ cseeeceeccssans

Test ThEOIrY.ciceeeoserssssoccssssns

Test Procedure .cceececesosccocccs

Test Resultg...cceesvocccsccscans
Analytical ResultS...cccecesvcee
Other Tests Conducted..cceeeesss

DL SEUSSEON . 05 noas sars o ssvononvs oo
Chapter SumMmMary....cccecceseceess
COMPARISON OF INITIAL AND FINAL TEST
RESUL TS . cccotssssosscssccscsse

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION....coveessosonns

CONCLUSTONS . ol oiel sl olcl stelsl e siaaloie lais sl siiae e s she

BIBLIOGRAPHY .t ¢ cccososocsossosososnssascs

APPENDTCE SHolalle) sRexellel sherrleleh o oliclonele|tello) stotle Wollewe) <
Appendix 1 Bridge Rating

Calculations.....coo0ce0ee
Appendix 2 Sample Computer Output.

U T T O I 10 ) dd 3 SES

R N = 7 5o o T L T T A o7l o SRR T e A
---------- ERCOIR Y '.{'.':i"'- Ay i&-.xd -‘hﬁ‘. \Qh

PR W L VRE DA WA




10

11

12

LIST OF TABLES

Initial Test Experimental and Theoretical
Truss Member Stresses (ksi) -
Upstream Truss....ceoceeesoeceos

Initial Test Experimental and Theoretical
Truss Member Stresses (ksi) -
Downstream TrusSS..cceecececessoces

Initial Test Experimental and Theoretical
Truss Vertical Deflections
(N CIES et soroilel sRoToVel <l& “ToTe] SRRl snliel o) ors

Final Test Experimental and Theoretical
Arch Section Stresses (ksi) -
Upstream TruSS...ccecsesoceocasns

Final Test Experimental and Theoretical
Arch Section Stresses (ksi) -
DomstreM'.TrUSSoooooooooooo o o 0o 0

Deflection Results from the Second Bridge
to Have the Arch-Superposition
Scheme Installed (inches).......

Final Test Experimental and Theoretical
Truss Member Stresses (ksi) -
Upstream TrusSsS.....ccecocececeeesss

Final Test Experimental and Theoretical
\ Truss Member Stresses (ksi) -
Downstream TrusSS:.ccccesosccooecse

Final Test Experimental and Theoretical
Truss-Arch Deflections (inches).

Percent Reduction in Truss Live Load
Member Stresses - Upstream Truss

Percent Reduction in Truss Live Load
Member Stresses - Downstream
Truss.......0.00.00.000000...0..

Percent Reduction in Truss Deflections....

15

16

17

33

34

38

41

42

43

47

48
50

g

Pt R
% A
AT

by le
l* o

%0
.l z
(]

Pl Jibieiees. Eintien
! ]




¥
\
\
{
’

ATATATATLAEEEE S VY P AN " HEER A 8 e A0 S

AR R SO S R R RrS  gred G SR AR NELE - - R

v, 5,8

2T AR T,

.-

e Nt e WL,

"
t
ot
r
3
n
%

10

11

12

13

14

15

LIST OF FIGURES

Truss Dimensions and Member Cross Sections
Northumberland County Bridge
Number 50.........................

Northumberland County Bridge Number 50....

Damaged Truss Members
(a) Member Number 14 - Upstream
TrUSSessoesscsccooscososcscsscs
(b) Member Number 18 - Down-
stream TrusS.:ssccecceccoscs

Strain and Dial Gauge Locations......eceee

Set Up of the Dial Gauges for Deflection
Measurement.....................

Test Vehicle Loading PositionS......escecee

Test Vehicle and Wheel WeightS...:.cocceoesne

Downstream Truss with the Truss-Arch
Scheme Installed....ccocececeess

" Strengthening of the Timber Deck

(a) Existing Deck System.......

(b) XKdditional Steel Stringers
Added to Shorten the Deck
Span Lengtheceseoeccoccesos

Number Designations for Arch Sections.....

Loaded Hanger Rods - Typical for Load
Positions One Through Four......

Looking Upstream at a Second Bridge to
Have the Arch-Superposition
Scheme Installed. Coudersport,
Potter County, Pennsylvania.....

Arch End Support - Steel Plates on
Neoprene PadsS..eeceecocsssscsssos

Stiffening of the Top Chord to Increase
Bridge capacity.................

Prestressing of the Lower Chord to
Increase Bridge Capacity........

10

11
12

13

28

28

29

31

35

39

39

54




NE AR SEAE N BN A OIS ORI & ARG "1

vi

16 Shifting of the End Supports to Increase
Bridge Capacity...coeceveevcesns 55

o .

— - & - =
e N AT -_.:_.\_.




J‘l -F‘ -n’.

ABSTRACT

Because so many pinned and riveted truss bridges
currently are classified as structurally deficient, a need
to develop an economical, practical alternative to bridge
replacement exists. Rehabilitation by an arch-superposition
scheme can effectively reduce truss member stresses and
increase the bridge 1load capacity. This was verified by
load tests conducted both before and after the installation
of the arch-superposition scheme to Northumberland County
bridge number 50. The results showed that truss member
stresses and deflections can be reduced at least 50% by the
scheme which is approximately one-seventh the cost of bridge
replacement. Bridge number 50 has been upgraded from a six
to a 20 ton inventory rating. The theory, economics, and
construction feasibility of the arch-superposition scheme

have been verified..
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l. INTRODUCTION

Numerous articles have been published recently on the
dire condition of the country's bridges. There are 568,000
‘federally and state owned roadway bridges in this country,
of which 72% where built prior to 1935. Also, 373,000
bridges are owned by county and local governments, 92% of
which were built prior to 1935. Based upon results from the
federal bridge inspection program completed in 1981, 106,923
of the state bridges (both on and' off the federal aid
system) have been classified as structurally
deficient--unable to carry today's heavy truck loads. It is
estimated that $41.1 billion is needed to rehabilitate or
replace thege bridgesl Clearly, spending this much money
is, at present, politically unacceptable. Thus, alternative
structurally and economically viable methods of
rehabilitation must be developed. Due to continuing decay,
the number of deficient bridges will increase each year
unless appropriate measures are taken [1].

Many of the structurally deficient bridges are pinned
or riveted truss bridges, a common design prior to .1935.
Where applicable, truss type bridges can be rehabilitated by
utilizing an arch-superposition scheme. This scheme would
increase the load carrying capacity of the

(1] Numbers in brackets refer to references 1listed in the
bibliography at the end of the thesis.
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bridge to at least 20 tons with minimal traffic interruption

since the bridge need not be closed to complete the work.
The bridge rehabilitation is completed by superirn>sing

steel arches upon each truss and adding floor beams between

existing ones [3]. In this manner, bridge loads can be

TR 8-~ o W B ST il SIS 0.4 §

increased and the threat of sudden failure, a major concern

for truss bridges, is greatly reduced.

This thesis addresses the actual effectiveness of the

PN Y ST

arch-superposition scheme. Measurements of truss
deflections and member stresses were taken during the load
testing of an actual bridge both before and after
installation of the arch-superposition scheme. Further, a
comparison of experimental and theoretical stresses 1is
presented to determine differences between the design
(ideal) and actual trusses, the reasons for these
differences and the ability of a computer program to
accurately model the structure.

The body of this thesis is broken into three sections.
The first section describes the initial test conducted prior
to the arch installation, the second section describes the
test conducted after the bridge rehabilitation was
completed, and the final section presents a comparison of

test results from the first two sections.
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2. INITIAL FIELD TEST

The Test Bridge

The test bridge, Northumberland County bridge number
50, spans Roaring Creek, located in central Pennsylvania
between Northumberland and Columbia Counties. The region
surrounding the bridge 1is principally occupied by camping
areas and summer homes. Due to the bridge's five-ton weight
limit, large campers, .fuel 0il delivery trucks, and snow
removal and firefighting equipment are forced to detour the
bridge.

Bridge number 50, built in 1895, 1is a five-panel
through truss with a totai length of 72'-11" and height of
16'-0". The deck is made up of two by four inch (nominal)
timber planks (on edge) supported by six by twelve inch
(full) timber stringers. The floor beams, which are twelve
inch deep Wide Flange sections, are rated at eight-tons
operating and six-tons inventory. An operating rating is
the maximum allowable live load that can be safely supported
by the bridge. An inventory rating is the maximum live load
that can be applied to the bridge an infinite number of
times without affecting its strength. The floor beams
control the allowable bridge load capacity (see Appendix 1).
Figures 1 and 2 contain sketches and photographs of the

bridge and member cross sections. Both of the bridge
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Figure 1: Truss Dimensions and Member Cross Sections.
Northumberland County Bridge Number 50.
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A abutements are constructed of masonry with the near abutment
{:
o5 S (Northumberland County side) also having a concrete jatket.
'fj: The damage to several of the truss members affects their
o load carrying capacities. On the upstream truss the first
)
o vertical member (number 14 in Figure 1) made up of two 15/16
w3 :
%2$ inch square bars is bent about twenty degrees from the
3
R vertical, two feet from the 1lower chord pin (see Figure 3).
',:Q This damage appears to be from debris impact during a period
AR
e of high water.
A
S On the downstream truss, the second interior vertical
X
.;?l member (number 12) made up of two channel sections joined by
e
'j$~ lacing bars is damaged from an auto collision with the
{:; bridge railing near the member. The inside channel section
! .
o is bent outward and the 1lacing bars are buckled. The
%
o inside, near diagonal, a one-half by two inch rectangular

Yt -',“; .

I

bar is very 1loose and would appear not to carry any load
(see Figure 3). The near-end post composed of a cover plate
riveted to two channels, has rotated outwards from auto
impact. This rotation in turn bent the first outside eyebar
of the lower chord. The outside, lower chord eyebar of the
center panel is bent upward possibly from debris impact
during high water.

Additionally, four timber stringers are severely
deteriorated although three of the four are outside

stringers. The top flange of all four floor beams have

section losses of up to 50% due to heavy corrosion. At some

NN
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Looking from Northumberland to Columbia Counties.
Upstream truss to the right.

Figure 2: Northumberland County Bridge Number 50
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time a one-quarter inch plate was welded to the top flange
of the floor beams providing additional area.

Because of the eight-ton operating rating, the low
underclearance allowing easy access, and the relatively low
average daily traffic count, the bridge 1is an ideal choice
for application of both the arch-superposition scheme and
load éesting.

Test Equipment and Theory

To record member strains, electrical resistance strain
gauges were used along with a digital strain recorder. The
strain gauges were attached to a select number of members
whose surfaces were first sandblasted and ground to form a
smooth, clean surface. Pigtails, or short lead wires, were
soldered to each gauge prior to covéring the gauge and tabs
with a waterproofing solution and putty.

A preliminary computer analysis of one of the trusses
indicated the vertical, diagonal, a;d lower chord members to
be the most highly stressed members. In order to obtain a
complete picture of the stress distribution, gauges were
attached to these members along with the end posts, interior
vertical members, and counters on both the upstream and
downstream trusses. In addition, two gauges were attached
to each U-bolt, one on each side of the U, to determine the
exact loads applied to each truss. Knowing these loads, one
is able to determine any possible 1load distribution to

adjacent floor beams by the deck system (see Figure 4 for a
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X% X - X ray
X=strain gauge location

O=deflection dial gauge location

Figure 4: Strain and dial gauge locations

gauge layout sketch). Since the members selected for study
are subjected to axial 1loads only, the gauges were not
always placed along the member centerline. Instead, they
were placed at a location requiring the least amount of
grinding and hence the least section loss.

Test Procedure

To 1load test the bridge, the following procedure was

e ¥
- el
v

.
i
2% oy

e followed:

N

!!ﬂ (1) Connect the lead wires to the gauges and the
o digital strain recorder

Qaﬂ (2) Set up the dial gauges as shown in Figure 5 at
- each of the interior verticals

Egi (3) Calibrate and balance the recorder

(4) Record the zero readings for both the strain
gauges and deflection dials

Lk 4
0
)

(5a) Move the test vehicle (H 1loading) to
positions one through four, placing the truck rear
wheels directly over each floor beam and
straddling the roadway centerline (see Figure 6)
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(5b) At each léading position,
and dial readings

record the gauge

(6) Repeat steps 3 through 5 at least twice more

to verify reading consistency.

NOTE: For the first trial only, mark the exact
wheel positions in order to 1locate the truck in
the same position for all trials conducted and the
final load test.

Figure 5: Set up of the dial gauges for deflection
measurement. A thin wire from the dial to
the weight in the water measures movement

relative to the stream bed.
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Figure 6: Test vehicle loading positions

Test Results
The bridge was load tested on a sunny, warm (72 F) day.
The quasi-static 1live load was applied by a Northumberland
County gravel truck (see Figure 7). For load cases one
through four, the rear wheels of the truck were placed

directly over the floor beam and symmetrically about the
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bridge centerline. Of a total of 76 gauges, readings were
obtained from 54 gauges located on the trusses and eight
gauges located on the U-bolts. Because of the steep creek
bank, dial gauges were set up at only three of the four
interior vertical members. Of these three gauges, one was

defective giving erratic results.

Left 7.920 3,100 R e

Right 7,930 3,000
(1bs)

Two-axle gravel truck used to apply the live load

Figure 7: Test vehicle and wheel weights
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Tables 1 and 2 display the experimental, live load

Ve L,

member stresses in kips per square inch (ksi) for'loading

positions one through four. These values were derived by

first subtracting the initial zero reading from the readings

for positions one through four for all three trials. Gauge

strain readings are the average of the readings for the

.- =
Py R T

three trials. Since strain is directly proportional to

stress, these strain readings multiplied by the modulus of

Bl B

elasticity (E) give average member stresses. For steel
produced prior to 1905, the modulus of elasticity as given
. by the Manual for Maintenance Inspection of Rriages is

29,000 ksi [3]. A comparison of the three trial reacings

X for each member gauge showed good consistency between each
. of the trials for most of the gauges.

i Table 3 lists the truss live load deflections in inches
for the dial gauges located on the interior vertical members
T as shown in Figure 4. Like the member stresses, truss
deflections were determined by averaging the difference

between the zero reading and the readings for positions one

through four ‘for all three trials.
ge Analytical Results
% Tables 1 through 3 also 1list the predicted member
% stresses and truss deflections. These values were
FE calculated with the computer package PFENNIGS developed by
Ei Vince Mehringer of Bucknell University. Within PFENNIGS,
; member stresses and truss deflections are calculated by the
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Table 1: 1Initial test experimental and theoretical truss
member stresses (ksi) - upstream truss

Loading Position

Member 1 2 3 4
Number Act Pred Act Pred Act Pred Act Pred
1 -1.54 -1.57 -1.22 -1.16 -.84 -.73 -.35 =.31
5 -.38 -.54 -1.16 -.97 -1.86 -1.39 -1.16 -1.22
6 -.75 -.29 -.26 .60 .99 1.72 1.74 .53
y/ 1.60 =.29 2.96 .60 2.99 1.72 -.67 .53
8 .73 1.14 1.91 2.27 1.65 1.83 .55 .50
9 2.20 2.27 .64 1.06 =-.61 .07 -.96 -.38
10 1.94 2.27 .55 1.06 -.38 .07 -.64 -.38
11 4.55 4.50 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
12 .44 .46 .29- .29 -.78 -.66 -.29 -.26
13 -.52 =-.48 -.44 -.36 .58 .61 .20 .27
14 .00 .00 .00 .00 .78 1.76 2.81 4.50
15 .00 .17 4.32 4.03 2.93 2.55 1.28 1.07
16 -2.61 -1.85 -1.74 -1.13 3.19 2.67 1.36 1.07
17 1.65 1.94 1.45 1.47 -1.83 -2.43 =-1.16 -1.07
18 .38 1.89 .15 3.39 1.02 2.78 1.42 -1.07

Act = Actual or experimental value
2 Pred = Predicted or theoretical value

Note: For member number designations see Figure 1.
Predicted values based upon computer run for
pin-60% pin support conditions.
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2: Initial test experimental and theoretical truss

member stresses (ksi)

Table

Member 1

Number Act
i -.75
5 -.49
6 -.70
7 1.80
8 .49
9 .35
10 3.05
11 3.42
12 4.06
13 .38
14 .15
15 .00
16 .09
17 1.74
18 -.73

Pred
-1.57
-.54
.02
.02
.99
2.58
2.58
4.50
.10
-.83
.00
.14
-.38
3.57

1.88

Loading Position

Act
-.58
-.78

.00
.58
-.29
.20

.00

Act = Actual or Experimental Value
Pred = Predicted or Theoretical Value

Note:

- downstream truss

For member number designations see Figure 1.
Predicted values based upon computer run for
pin-50% pin support conditions.

Pred Act3Pred Act4Pred
-1.15 =-.44 -.73 7.15 -.31
-.96 =-1.10 -1.38 -=.99 =-1.22
.92 .87 .2.04 1.42 2.11
.92 3.22 2.04 -.81 2.11
2.26 2.61 1.61 -.49 .45
1.39 .20 .42 .64 =.17
1.39 1.10 .42 12 =.17
.00 =.06 .00 .00 .00
.08 -1.07 =-1.13 -2.70 =-.48
-.60 .15 .15 .15 .06
.00 1.54 1.70 4.50 4.51
4.01 3.45 2.55 1.10 1.07
-.24 2.41 4.56 .96 1.92
2.41 -.87 -.51 =-.58 -.23
3.36 .75 2.80 1.13 -1.07
o AR A A SRS T B LA G TS r o
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Table 3: Initial test experimental and theoretical truss
vertical deflections (inches)

Upstream

Downstream
PLAN

Loading Position

1 2 3 4
Gauge Act Pred Act Pred Act Pred Act Pred
1 .030 .043 .086 .090 .100 .099 .037 .035
2 .032 .038 .200 .089 .227 .113 .138 .042

Note: Upstream truss deflections computed with pin-
60% pinned support condition, downstream truss
with pin-50% pinned support condition. Positive
deflection downwards.

plane frame program developed by Weaver and Gere. This
program 1is based upon the stiffness method of analysis
assuming structure linearity and elastic member properties.
Initial data inputs were based upon the results of a
thorough inspection of the bridge. At both supports
movement in the horizontal and vertical directions was
prevented to model the pin supports. The cross sectional
area of all the 1lower chord members was reduced by ten
percent to account for corrosion of the steel. The pins

along the 1lower chord were fixed against rotation in an
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attempt to model the action of these corroded joints.

Finally, to prevent the program from assigning a bending

moment to a pin-connected member or a compressive force to a
slender member, the moment of inertia or cross sectional
area for the member was reduced to nearly zero. This
raduction was done after an inspection of the member
stresses calculated initially. Any slender member assigned
a compressive load or bending moment had its cross sectional
area or moment of inertia reduced in subsequent analyses.

A comparison of the actual and predicted stress results
revealed a need for a better correlation. By modeling the
truss twice, once with pin supports and once with a pin and
roller support, predicted member stresses and truss
deflections can be determined for the range between 0% and
100% pinned for the second support. Another comparison
between the actual member stresses and the range. of
predicted stresses indicates many of the actual values now
fall within the predicted range achieving a better
correlation. However, the effect of the damaged and loose
members has not been modeled. In addition, the behavior of
the 1lower chord pinned joints has only been estimated by
fixing the jcints against rotation in an attempt to model
their high friction. These shortcomings in the computer
model of the +truss are the principal reasons for the
deviations of some actual member stresses from the range of

predicted values.
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As with the member stresses, the upstream truss actual
deflections correspond well with the predicted values. The
downstream truss actual deflections are higher than the
predicted deflections for 1load positions two, three and
four. This is ﬁrincipally due to the looseness of the
joints which allows a certain amount of deflection prior to
load application to the truss members.

Other Tests Conducted

Many bridges have been load tested over time by various
methods in an effort to determine actual stresses and
deflections. These actual values can then be used to
evaluate current methods of analysis and design,
particularily the AASHTO specifications for the design and
rating of all types of bridges. With this in mind, several
through truss‘bridges have been tested.

One series of tests Yas conducted by the Engineering
Research Institute at 1Iowa State University ([5]. The
objective of the tests was to compare the 1975 AASHTO bridge
design and rating procedure with the observed field behavior
of pin-connected, high truss bridges. A total of four spans
from two separate bridges were tested. One span from a
Parker truss bridge was tested to its ultimate load capacity
while a second and third span and a span from a modified
Pratt truss bridge were tested under service loads.
Recorded member forces and truss deflections were compared

with theoretical forces computed assuming all members were
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joined by ideal pins. For the ultimate load test, most

strain readings agreed closely with the theoretical forces
calculated. However, the load-deflection curves for the
lower chord pins differed considerably in magnitude from the
theoretical curves. This behavior was attributed to "the
frozen condition of the truss joints resulting from the
rusted members and pins " [5, p. 26]. From the ultimate load
test results it was concluded that "although the actual
conditions in the joints are unknown, considering the truss
to be pin-connected does provide a realistic method of truss
analysis" [5, p. 26].

For the service load tests, the procedure followed was
very similar to that- followed in the testing of
Northumberland County bridge number 50. Theoretical member
influence 1lines and truss deflection values were developed
be a determinate method of analysis. When compared with
these theoretical values the experimental results were
consistently lower. This difference was due to ﬁhe partial
deck continuity (not accounted for in the analysis), the
condition of the joints and problems in the instrumentation.
Therefore, it was concluded that "the analysis of a
pin-connected truss, even though the condition of the pins
is wunknown, as a simple determinate truss will provide a
conservative indication of the bar forces and truss
deflections”" [5, p. 32].

A second series of tests was conducted by C. P. Heins
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involving the 1load testing of six truss bridges and the
evaluation of the AASHTO stringer load distribution factor
[(6]. Both static and dynamic tests were conducted to
determine the effect of wooden nailing strips attached to
each stringer upon the bridge capacity. .Total member
stresses were found by adding the field determined live load
stresses to the cémputed dead load stresses. These total
stresses when compared with the analytical total member
stresses were consistently smaller in magnitude. It was
concluded that determinate analytical methods used are too
conservative in their estimate of bridge capacities.
Discussion

As previously mentioned, the truss supports of
Northumberland County bridge number 50 act somewherée between
an ideal pin and- roller support. A careful comparison of
the actual stresses and the range of predicted values
indicates a best fit at 50% pinned for the downstream truss
and 60% pinned for the upstream truss. The predicted values
in Tables 1 through 3 are determined with pin-50% pin or
pin-60% pin end supports for the downstream and upstream
trusses respectively.

The member stresses for a truss with pin-50% pin or
pin-60% pin end supports are calculated by multiplying both
the pin-pin and pin-roller stresses by 0.5 and 0.5 or 0.6

and 0.4 respectively and adding them together. The 50 and

60% figures are an average of the percent values for each
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member of the upstream or downstream trusses. (An average
for each of the four load positions was determined first.
The final truss support conditions are an average of these
four aveérages.) The member percent value represents the end
support conditions at which the predicﬁed stress (calculated
with the  computer model) exactly equals the experimental
member'stress.

The upstream and downstream trusses acted differently.
Not only were the end support conditions different, but also
the stresses in the counters. To improve the correlation
between theoretical and experimental values, the cross
sectional area of the downstream counters was reduced to
one-tenth of a square inch while the upstream counters were
maintained at one square inch. This correction in area was
required since the compression in the slender members varied
between the two trusses.

Since there is only one significantly damaged member in
the upstream truss versus five in the downstream truss, the
member stresses and truss deflections correlate better with
the predicted values. 'For all four load cases most of the
stresses in the upstream truss lower chord and vertical
members correspond well. However, some deviation in the
diagonals and counters is present. There would appear to be
two additional causes for this deviation. First, the panel
length of 14'7" is slightly longer than the truck length of

14'0". Therefore, the floor beams 1located near the truck
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front axle are loaded ‘“eccentrically". This eccentric
loading 1is evident from the U-bolt readings which read

tension on one side and zero or even compression on the

"other. Also this was sometimes evident on the rear axle

floor beams. From the "frozen" condition of the pins, a

load distribﬁtion different from an ideal pin then occurs.

The second causé for the deviation in the diagonals -and

counters is the differences in member tightness or length.
A tight member will begin carrying load immediately, while a
loose member will carry load only after a sufficient
deflection occurs at the lower chord pin.

The one damaged vertical member of the upstream truss
(member 14) exhibited a.- stress considerably lower than
predicted for load cases three and four. This lower stress
would suggest a redistribution of member forces to adjacent
members has occurred.

The experimental member stresses and truss deflections
of the downstream truss vary from their predicted values
more than do those of the upstream truss due to the five
significantly damaged members previously mentioned. For
example, the loose diagonal, one of two composing member 8
of thé downstream truss, results in considerably lower
stresses than predicted for load cases one through three.
In yeneral, the members close to the load application points
had stress values that varied considerably from the

predicted stresses indicating a transfer of loading to the
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truss by the U-bolts and pins other than that predicted.

This variation is particularly true for load cases one and

7
o
.

four.

LA

A comparison of the upstream and downstream deflections
in Table 3 shows the downstream truss deflecting
approximately twice as much as the upstream truss for load
cases two through four. Further, the actual upstream truss
deflections compare very closely with the predicted
deflections. The downstream deflections do not. Similarly,
good correlation existed for the upstream truss member
stresses but not for the downstream truss member stresses.

Based upon the test results obtained, a typical
pin-connected truss can "be analyzed with the aide of a
computer model utilizing the stiffness method of analysis
which assumes structure linearity and elastic member
e properties. However, the accuracy of the analysis depends
upon the accuracy of the input data obtained from a thorough
bridge inspection. To ensure that the maximum member
stresses are obtained, the counter cross-sectional area
should be reduced as required (depending upon the load
- position) to prevent compressive loading of a slender
i member. Also the truss should be analyzed with both pin-pin
and pin-roller end supports despite the type of supports
] that exist in the field. Although the'majority of members
are most highly stressed in the pin-roller condition, some

are most highly stressed in the pin-pin condition,
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principally the interior verticals and counters. Finally,

all- possible load positions should be investigated.
It should be stressed that the analysis assumes uniform

member properties along the entire length. Therefore, the

minimum section properties are considered uniform along the

member length. This minimum section will often occur near

connections and in areas subject to roadway splash. Because

of limited access to many connections, their condition is

often the most difficult to evaluate.

Sanders et al. [5] and Heins [6] determined that
analyzing a truss bridge as pin connected and determinate is

a realistic way of establishing the ultimate and service

load capacities of a truss bridge provided the partial deck

continuity is accounted for. The test of bridge number 50

verified this conclusion provided that careful consideration

of the analysis input data be given.
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Chapter Summary

There are four major kinds of structural imperfections

possible in truss bridges:

(1) Geometric imperfections

(2) Imperfections in the loading system

(3) Imperfections in the support conditions
(4) Material imperfections

s

An inspection of the test bridge revealed that geometric

imperfections exist in numerous damaged members with the

majority being in the downstream truss. The test data
i revealed that imperfections in the 1loading system and
support conditions also “exist. The best fit theoretical
data was calculated with pin-60% pin and pin-50% pin end
support conditions for the upstream and downstream trusses
respectively. The U-bolt readings revealed an "eccentric"

loading of the floor beams since one side of the U-bolt

e, B W Y T m W 8B

carried most of the front and sometimes rear wheel loading.
The initial test proves that simple analyses of a truss

will provide reasonable member stress values provided care

P L B ey

is taken to model the existing truss conditions. Further,
when maximum member stresses are required, the truss should
c be analyzed with both pin-pin and pin-roller end support
conditions, all 1load positions, and reduced counter

cross-sectional areas as required.
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3. FINAL FIELD TEST

Description of Arch-Superposition Scheme

The rehabilitation of Northumberland County bridge
number 50 required the addition of steel arches, hanger
rods, stringers, floor beams and the replacement of the four
existing floor beams. A steel arch, made up of ten line
segments having the same channel section but varying length,
was placed just to the outside and inside of both the
upstream and downstream trusses (see Figure 8). Additional
hanger rods and floor beams were placed between the existing
vertical members and floor beams, halving the stringer span
length and improving the arch efficiency by increasing the
number of loading points. The reduced span length of the
stringers increased their 1load capacities to twenty tons
(H20-44), eliminating the need for replacement. However,
the two by four inch timber decking was not sufficient to
carry an H20-44 loading. There were two possible options:
first, to replace the existing timber deck (requiring the
closing of the bridge), and second, to place additional
steel stringers between the existing wood stringers
shortening the deck span 1length. Since the addition of
steel stringers was lower in cost and required no disruption
of traffic, it was the alternative selected (see Figure 9).
For the design of the steel stringers, care was taken to

match the member stiffness closely to the timber stringer

-[.".{'.f -

------




Downstream truss with the truss-arch scheme
installed. New members have primer paint.

Figure 8:

9(a): Strengthening of the timber deck.

Existing deck system. .

Figure
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Figure 9(Db): Strengéhening of the timber deck.
Additional steel stringers added to
shorten the deck span length.

stiffness.

With up to 50% section loss on the top flange and only

an eight-ton capacity, all four of the existing floor beams

were replaced. Finally, to withstand the horizontal thrust j
=

from the arch, the far abutment (Columbia County) required 1
the addition of a nine-inch concrete jacket or skirt. As i
q

already mentioned, the near abutment was jacketed previously ﬁ
after a period of high water. For details on the design and 3
congtruction schedule of this project see reference number ;|
o
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The advantages of the arch-superposition scheme are as
follows.

(1) The bridge load carrying capacity can be

increased to twenty tons (H20-44) by the addition

of steel arches, hanger rods, floor beams and

stringers.

(2) The rehabilitation will not require complete
closure of the bridge, only short delays.

(3) Considerable cost savings can be achieved by
eliminating the need to replace the bridge,
particularily at today's design standards.

(4) Redundancy is added to the bridge which will
reduce the likelihood of collapse should a truss
member or pin fail.

It is predicted that the trusses and arches of the
bridge will act together to carry the applied loadings
effectively. The percent of the total 1load carried by the
trusses or arches will vary depending upon the 1load
location. When the truck rear and front wheels are located
near one of the added floor beams, most of the load will be
carried by the arches. For a load location near "existing"
floor beams, a greater load sharing between the trusses and
archtes will occur. In any load position the trusses provide
lateral stability to the arches.

Test Theory

To determine the validity of the truss-arch computer

model used for the arch desiga, strain gauges were placed at

the midlength of the first, second, sixth, ninth and tenth

straight line segments on all four arches (see Figure 10).
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Two gauges were placed at each midlength, approximately four
and one-half inches above and bélow the channel's centroidal
axis. One gauge was also placed on each hanger rod to
determine the load distribution from the deck to the trusses
and arches. Finally, the gauges from the initial ioad test
were used to measure the percent reduction in truss member

stresses.

Figure 10: Number Designations for Arch Sections

Tesé Procedure
The same test procedure employed for the initial load
test was used for the final load test. However, since there
were now 130 strain gauges on the bridge, each trial was run
twice due to the 1limited number of instrument channels
available. The same four load positions from the initial

test were used and care was taken to insure exact load

placement for each of the three trial and two test runs.
Because of the two - test runs, deflection data was collected

for a total of six trials, three trials from each test run.
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§ Test Results

i. Tables 4 and 5 1list the actual results from the arch

_% gauges. These stresses are the product of the member

Eé strains (average of the three trials) and the modulus of

:u. elasticity. They represent the combined axial and bending

;ﬁ stresses at points away from the channel ceﬁtroidal axis.

fg The existence of the bending moment results in a différence

‘; between the two stresses at each cross section. The highest

:3 arch member stresses monitored occur in the end sections

'éf nearest the loaded hanger rods. Of a total number of 40

; gauges attached to both arches, only 27 were operational

§3 during the test.

:_‘-é Analytical Results

1 Examination of the hanger rod stresses showed the truck

22 loadings to be distributed to five floor beams and hanger

§ rods (see Figure 11). The percent of the total weight

l distributed to each floor beam varied for each test The

g; percent of the total truck weight distributed to each hanger

5 rod was 9, 44, 21, 22, and 4% for load position one, 7, 66,

’ 12, 11, and 4% for load position two, and 11, 54, 19, 12,

_;E and 4% for load position three. Only three hanger rods are i

3} loaded for load position four. The pefcent values are an E

f " average of the upstream and downstream hanger rod readings. %
is In determining the predicted member stresses 1listed in a
?E Tables 4 and 5, the load distribution as determined from the %
: field test was entered into the computer model. This load %
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Table 4:

Arch

Section c

6~I
6-I
6-0
6-0
1 9~I
9-~-1
9-~-0
9-0
10~-1
10~-1
10-0

10-0

4.000

-4.125
4.250
-3.875
4.062
-3.312
4.437
~4.312
4.250
-4.187
4.125
-4.062
4.000
-4.250
4.125
-4.063
4.125
~4.250
4.125

‘4-312

Final test experimental and theoretical arch

section stresses (ksi)

Loading Position

1 2

Act Pred Act Pred
~.44 ~.87 =~=.29 -.49
-.90 -2.01 ~1.16 ~.58
‘-58 ‘-83 --32 ‘-49
--87 -1-97 -1-25 ‘-58
-.75 -3.53 =-.06 .22
--35 047 _1-22 _1-16
_1-02 -3-74 --15 -29
-026 1-02 _1065 _1-35
_.52 -2010 -.99 -lOGS
~.44 -2.06 90 -1.61
-.44 OGS 55 .44
--58 -69 70 -47
_.49 _080 49 -.61
-075 ‘071 16 ‘-44
‘093 ‘-71 -1033 --43

3

Act Pred
‘-38 ‘-62
_.84 _.44
_.35 _.62
-.96 -.44
_.06 .50
‘-99 -1-38
-.09 .60
-1.48 -1.64
".73 -.74
-.64 _.73
-.52 -.65
-.29 =-.61
-1.28 -.89
-1.31 -.89

c = distance from the channel centroidal axis to
I = ingide arch O = outside arch
For member number designations see Figure 1.
Predicted values based upon computer run for
40% fixed-40% fixed arch support conditions.

Note:

-~ upstream truss

4
Act Pred
.20 -.69
.46 -.73
.15 -.69
.58 -~.73
.12 .55
.49 -1.75
.09 .67
.78 =-2.07
.26 2.13
.26 2.05
96 -4.48

n58 -2001

the gauge
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Table 5: Final test experimental and theoretical arch
section stresses (ksi) - downstream truss
Loading Position
Arch 1l 2 3 4
Section c Act Pred Act Pred Act Pred Act Pred
1-I 4.187 - - - - - - -— -

1-1 -4.312 -.09 -2.33 -1.62 -.43 -1.62 =-.48 -.75 -.66
1-0  4.125 - - -- - -- - - --
1-0 =4.250 -.12 -2.32 -1.83 -.43 -1.91 =-.49 -1.10 =-.66
2-1 4.438 -.52 -3.89 =-.32 .44 =-.49 .64 =-.23 .63
2-I -4.250 - - - - -- - - -
2-0  4.187 -.29 -3.75 =-.32 .38 -.58 .57 =-.26 .56
2-0 -4.125 -1.04 .98 -1.04 -1.41 =-.70 -1.92 =-.26 -2.06
9-I 4.125 .29 .64 .52 .34 =-.12 -1.45 =-.55 -4.18
9-1 =-4.125 -1.10 -2.21 -1.65 -1.46 -1.31 -.54 .15 1.53
9-0 4.312 .32 .70 .52 .38 =-.17 -1.46 =-.61 -4.31
9-0 -4.250 -- -- -- -- - - - --
10-I 4.187 -.52 =.95 =-.55 =.65 =-.06 -.60 .03 -.38

lO-I -4.312 -.38 -061 -073 --46 -1351 -1-48 -.70 -2044

10-0 4.125 -041 -.94 --44 -065 -009 -061 -.03 -.39

10-0 -40125 -.41 -062 --73 -.46 -1-51 -1047 -.46 —2.40

¢ = distance from channel centroidal axis to the gauge -
(+) above and (-) below.

I = inside arch

O = outside arch

Note: For member number designations see Figure 1.
Predicted values based upon a computer run for
458 fixed-45% fixed arch support conditions.
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distribution was adjusted slightly to obtain the actual
total truck 1load as weighed ‘'while maintaining the same
percent weight distribution. As with the initial load test
values, predicted member stresses.were calculated with both
fixed-fixed and pin-pin arch support conditions. It was
found that the arch behavior 1is sensitive to the arch
support conditions but that the truss support conditions
have little effect upon the arch member stresses. Because
of the actual 1live load compressive stresses in the
counters, their area was not reduced 1in the live load
analysis. Finally, new Jjoints were added twelve inches
above the iower chord joints to raise the load application
point on the vertical members. This change in geometry
models the new connections used between the floor beams and

hanger rods.

i

/ » * #* #* # ‘ \

* = loaded hanger rod

Figure 11l: Lcaded Hanger Rods - typical for

load positions one through four

Other Tests Conducted
A test was conducted by Brungfaber, Kim and Yadlosky on
a 1:7 scale model of an actual Pratt truss [2]. The testing

of the model truss was part of a study of the
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arch-superposition scheme. Truss deflections were measured

for the truss alone and for the truss—-arch loaded at the

" same position and weight. A comparison of these deflections

showed an average reduction of deflection readings of 30 to
40% with a maximum reduction of 68%. A final test of the
truss-arch was conducted with oné section of a truss's lower
chord completely removed and again with one section of both
trusses completely removed. Due to the presence of the
arch, catastrophic failure of the bridge in both cases was
prevented. The addition of the arches proved to be
effective 1in reducing bridge deflections and preventing
catastrophic bridge failure.

A second bridge located in Coudersport, Potter County,
Pennsylvania was rehabilitated by the arch-superposition
scheme. The bridge, a 73'-2" long, 15'-0" high Pratt truss
bridge, was increased from a three-ton capacity to a 20-ton
capacity (see Figure 12). A deflection test was conducted
both before and after the bridge rehabilitation. The
initial test used a seven-ton vehicle with standard H truck
wheel spacings and the final test the same vehicle weighing
both 7 and 22 1/2 tons. To permit a comparison of the
initial test conducted at 7 tons and the final test
conducted at 22 1/2 tons, the deflections from the initial
test were multiplied by a factor of 4.598, the ratio of the
truck rear axle weights (final test/initial test). Table 6

lists the initial and final extrapolated truss deflections
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and the truss-arch deflections for the second load and the
percent reduction in deflection.. The bridge deflection has
been reduced an average of 69 percent.

Discussion

A careful examination of the experimental results from
the final load test of bridge number 50 shows there is a
fairly even load distribution between the inside and outside
arches of each truss. Generally, for the upstream truss the
end sections of the outside arch are stressed slightly
higher than those of the inside arch. For the downstream
truss the more highly stressed arch varies depending upon
the load position.

The best correlation between experimental and
theoretical values occurs with 40% fixed-40% fixed and 45%
fixed-45% fixed arch support conditions for the upstream and
downstregm trusses respectivelyz The reduced fixity is due
in part to the use of neoprene pads under<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>